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The LL’i.itcrs Guild of Anncricii, west, Inc. (WGAw) hereby replies to the ex parte filing 011 
,April 29, 2003 by Fox, NUC, Viacoin :ind Disney. 

The Meaning of “Independent” 

Firsr, we subniit t h a t  the network tiling (especially Exhibit 1 )  is inaccurate in its 
catc~ori7,;ition oi co-productions as “indcpcndent.” Any categorization of independent 
1pi.odiiitioiis fundamentally asks the question “independent o f  what?” The iinswer, of 
cuursc, i n  this case, is iiidcpcridcnt of the nerwork. Thus, to include co-productions with 
the iietwork as iriilrprrrdent is to defy the very dictionary definition of the word. 

“When I use ii  word ,”  Htiimpty Dumpty said to Alice atter she had gone through the 
looking glass. “it  means just what 1 choose i t  to nieaii - neither more nor less.” Her reply 
w:i,\ to ;isk, “whctlncr you can inake words meaii so many different things.” Alice’s desire 
t o i .  words to incm w h a t  they me:iin is our desire. 

For esaniple, the networks categorize L(osion Pirhlic as a n  indcpcndent product ion.  This 
\ c r ~ c s ,  I i owcve i ,  i t i i i s  on ilnc Fox nctwork anti is pi.otluced “ i n  association with” 
Twcmictti Cciittiry Fox Television. Thus, Fox  not only licenses the program for its 
i i rrwork, b u t  aCts iis a co-producer and also funds the production costs. It is simply 
wrong,  by a n y  iiicasui-e, to classify Bosrotz Piihlic as an “independent” production. 

M<ire specifically, ihc exhibit ;itt:ichecl to the network riling o f  April 29 lists 26 puoducers 
with 59 pi’ogams as “independent.” I n  fact, just 2 pi-oducers with 3 progroms can truly be 
corisideiwtl iitdepcnilcnt. A close examination ot the exhibit i n  their riling indic;ites many 
or tlic co-production connectioiia with networks and other divisions of the conglomerates 
ttirou$ wlnich the networks exercise c o n t r ~ l .  The exhibit is fatally flawed. 

More of the Same 

Sccoiid, as set lo r th  in the :itt;iched table, the number of intlcpendent series on lhc 
inxc,iitly iinnotincetl Fall 2003 sclnedulc. remains negligible. Two-thirds of the  network 
scliedules continue to bc produccd in-liouse or l i i l l y  dependent on inetwork finding; 98% 
of’ Iirogi-arils ;ire produced with ;1 coinncction to thc cntcrtainmenl conglomerates. This 
conccritr;ltioii scvcrely liniits and i-csti.icts the number of diverse sotlrccs of progriimming 
i1v;iil;it~Ic t o  [tic vic\ving Ipiiblic. 

Conclusion 

W e  inclutle copies of’ ;I ntiinbcr of lettcrs from ~vritei--pIoducers expressing ttneir concem 
ovei ’  t l i? current i x s h  to decision in  this important rulemaking. 
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